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REMARKS 

Claims 2, 5-1 1, and 26 are pending in the present Application. Claim 5 has been 
canceled. New clalma 27-34 are added and are supported by the original claims. 

I The rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 of dependent claim 5. 
Claim S has been canceled* 

XL Theobviouffl[ie39reieotiQnQfindeDgndentcl^m2. 

Claim 2 stands rejected imder 35 U.S.C, § 103(a), as allegedly obvious m view of 
Wilkins, 6,12,254, 

Wilkins discloses two e^camples shown in Figs. 4 and 5, see column 8 lines 19-47. 

la the example shown in Fig< 4, the source used was a nominal 10 fixa diameter 
microfbcus source* and the source to sample and sample to film distances were both 700 mm. 

On the othCT hand» in the example shown in Fig. 5, a normal fine focus source of diameter 
0.1 mm (100 fmi) was used, the source to sample distance was 120 mm and sample to film 
distance was 1000 mm. 

As resubs of these th^o examples, Wilkins teaches that a normal fine focus source of 
diameter OlI mm would have a projected size o/appraximatefy the length of the OA mm scale 
bar shown on the photograph and so largefy smear out this contrast, see column S line 44-47< 

As a conclusion of the above examples, Wilkins adnatts and teaches specifically that ''To 
g/w observable contrast that Hie source is preferablv of a very small e ffective size, sav less 
than of order 20 am ^^ see column 9 lines IfNlL 

Thus, Willdns specifically teaches awav from using the source "size D" having a diameter 
of 100 fsm to 600 /mi as claimed in claim 2. 

Accordingly, it would not liave been obvious for an person skilled in the art to conduct the 
reflection contrast enhancement by using ttie source having a diameter of 100 jwm to 600 ^cm 
because Wilkins specifically teaches away firom this limitation in order to obtain "observable 
contrast" that Is not "largely smeared out". 
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Fuitheimore, Wilkins teaches nothing about a technique to determine the source to 
sample distance Rl (m) in accordance with the diameter D (fan ) of the source. 
Namely, in Wilkins, D and Rl are as follows: 



D Rl 
Example in Fig. 4 10 0.7 
Exan^le in Fig, 5 lOO 0,12 

According to the formula recited in claim 2, Rl for D is to be as follows: 

D Rl 
Example in Fig. 4 10 0.015 to 5 

Example in Fig. 5 100 0.46 to 5 



In Example in Fig. 4, D of 10 ;mi is out of claimed range of 100 fnn to 600 (an. 

In Example in Fig, 5, Rl of 0.12 m is out of claimed range of 0.46 m to 5 m for D of 100 

Therefore, WiUdns teaches nothing about the claimed ranges of D and Rl recited in claim 

2. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner asserts that WiUdns teaches a focal spot size of 100 
/im and the sourcc-to-objoct distance of 0.7 m. 

However^ these numerals are combined by being picked up from different examples in 
Figs. 4 and 5 in the Ugjit of claimed ranges of the present invention. Therefore, such combination 
is an impermissible combination due to improper hindsigjit of the claimed range. 

In the present invention , by using a size D of the source relatively larger than that of 
Wilkins, by detennining Rl (a distance between the source and an object) in accordance with the 
size of the source and by providing R2 (a distance between the object and a detector), an edge of 
the image is unes^edediy enhanced as demonstrated m the Declaration by Mr. Honda which 
was submitted with AMENDMENT dated on November 7, 2003, 

Thus, the above unexpected residi would not have been obvious over Wilkins. 

It is also requested ttiat any next Office Action not be made final because applicants 
amendments have not necessitated a new search, i.e., claim 2 has not bee amended and Wilkins 
is a newly cited reference. See premature final rejection rules under MPBP 706,07(a). 

Applicants have also cooperated with the Examiner and filed an RCE as recommended by 
the Examine and have withdrawn their appeal in order to cooperate with the Examiner who had 
indicated in the past that this invention bad merit. Applicants encourage the Examiner to 
telephone the undersigned before issuing any final rejection in order to deteraiine if any claim 
amendments can be made by telephone for example. 
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m New claim 27-34 

la based on and supported by claim 2 at least. The dependent claims are based on the 
ciurent dependent claims. No new matter is added. 

IV. Conclusion 

It id belioved that the foregoing amendments and remarks fully comply with the Office 
Action and that the claims herein should now be allowable to Applicants. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and allowance are requested. 

If there are any additional charges with respect to this Amendment or otherwisei please 
charge them to Deposit Account No, 06-1130. 

Respectfully submitted, 
CANTOR COLBURN LLP 

;^ — €^-^^ 

Daniel P. Lent 
RegistcatioilNo. 44,867 
CANTOR COLBUKN LLP 
55 Griifm Road South 
Bloamfield,CT 06002 
Telephone (860) 2 86-2929 
Facsimile (860) 286-0115 
Customer No. 23413 
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